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ABSTRACT

MOTIVATION AND COGNITION: MEDIA SOURCE DIVERSITY AND
ISSUE DOPAIN SALIENCE, DIFFERENTIATION AND INTEGRATION
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Graduate Student
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College of Liberal Arts and Sciences

and

Mary Ann Ferguson
Assistant Professor and Director
Communication Research Center

College of Journalism and Communications

University of Florida
Gainesville: Florida 32611

(904) 392=6660

This research asks how the diversity of media sources affects the
structure of social issue cognitions. Hypotheses are offered for
the effects of need for cognition, issue salience, media source
diversity and media source reliance on differentiation and
trtegration of social issues.

The data are from 239 personal interviews conducted with adults
at randomly selected addresses in Gainesville., FL.

Support is found for a model in which issue integration Is a
function of need for cognition and issue salience. Issue
differentiation is positively associated with need for cognition
and with media source diversity. However, a powerful negative
relationship Is observed between issue salience and issue
differentiation.

The authors conclude that source diversity is a good predictor
of Issuerelated cognitive effects. By contrast, source exposure
and source i-eliance apPear unrelated to cognitive processes of
differentiation and integration.
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Mass media bring us many of our NeniLal images about the world.

As channels for information, the media play a crucial role th

shaping and organizing perceptions and beliefs about many crucial

issues. The question directing this research is: How does

diversity In information sources affect the structure of

cognitions about SOtial ISSU4S?

THEORIES AND HYPOTHESES

The importance of cognitions in determining behavior has long

been recognized. Lippmann suggested in 1922 that the "way in

which the world Is imagined determines at any particular moment

what men will do."

The only feeling that anyone can have about an event he
does not experience is the feeling aroused by his
mental image of that event. That is why until we know
what others think they know, we cannot truly understand
their acts. (Lippmann, 1972, p. 273).

In the following section the construct "Issue agenda" is

reconceptualized as a specific example of a ^cognitive domain."

After exploring how cognitive domains are integrated and

differentiated, a model is presented Which suggests relationships

between issue domain integration and an individual's need for

cognition as well as the salience the individual attaches to the

social issues. Issue domain differentiation is hypothesized to

be a function of source exposure and source diversity.
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OfiNITIVE 00AAINS==0Iff5BE311AIVB rNTGRATION

Ah IndiVidual's self-defined set of social issues often is

referred to in the mass communication literaturo as An "agenda"

(McCcmbs & ShaW, 1972). Terms for similar structures are found

in cognitive social psychology. For example, Scott et al. (1979)

conceptualize self-defined cognitive sets as domains. They

define a domain as "the set of phenomenal objects treated as

functionally equivalent in the sense that a common set of

attributes can be meaningfully used to appraise them" (p. 56).

The researchers propose a geometric model of cognitive structure,

where the elements are objects and attributes=

A cognitive domain is defined by the objects contained
in it and attributes by which objects are appraised.
Objects are represented geometrically as points in
multidimensional space and attributes as lines. These
lines are divided into segments representing the
different levels or categories of attributes which the
person distinguishes. The objects are phenomenological
objects, i.e., objects_as seen by the person, including
all of the characteristics the person uses to conceive
of them. The points representing the objects are
located In the space according to the characteristics
the person ascribes to them. (Scott et al., 1979, p.
57)

The degree of differentiation and integration of an

indiOduel's cognitive domain are two of the ways in which

domains can vary. Goldstein and 31ackman, using the words

"dimension" and "stimuli" for Scott et al.'s attribute and

object, note that:

Differentiation refers_to the individual'siability to
locate_stimuli along_dimensions. rntegration refers to
the Individual's aoility to utilize complex rules, or_
programs' to combine these dimensions. (Goldstein and
31ackmani 1978, PP. 136-1371
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Attributes are conceptualized as line segments representing an

individual's personal constructs. For example, one person

generally may use the attribute "Importantunimportant" td

de:cribe his issues. At any given time an individual can locate

each of his or her issues at points along the attribute. In

addition, the Individual may use other attributes to describe

Issues as well, such as "goodbad" or "InvolvinguninvoIving." A

4omain is AlfftrAmtlAilud to the degree an individual makes use of

a large rather than small number of attributes in structuring the

domain. The domain of an individual who uses twelVe attributes

to structure a set of cognitiols is more differentiated than that

of a person who uses six attributes.

Defined formally, the degree of cognitive domain

differentiation is defined as the degree an individual uses

attributes in distinguishing a set of phenomenal objects treated

as functionally equivalent. Attributes are defined as bipolar

dimensions along which stimuli can be placEd. Examples of

attributes are "Importantunimportant," "IargesmaIl," and

"quickslow." Objects of a cognitive dumain are

phenomenological, which is to say they are concepts representing

persons, places, or things w:lich have meaning for the individual.

The attributes for a domain may be orthogonal, or they may be

related to one another. This quality, which is presumed to eAist

independently of the number of attributes, can be labeled

iattaralian. Integration Is defin.d rather broadly by many

psychologists. For example, Harvey et al. (1961) define it Js

3
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the "hooking" of dIfferLmtiated parts, and Rokeach 119631 defines

it as "an appreciation of similarities" among differentiated

parts.

From a review of the literature, It appears that integration

can be defined as both a process (the relTAting of differentiated

parts) and a state (the degree to which_differentiated parts have

been related). We are concerned with Integration as the degree

to whicb the individual perceives closeness, relatedness,

simIlarityr or association among jle objgcts of a domain. Some

degree of differentiation is corsidered to be a necessary but not

a sufficient condition for integration.

=ALE AND 'MK DIYEBSIIY

A growing body of literature examines the relationship between

channel diversity and diversity in individual or community

agendas (e.g., 011en, Donohue & Tichenor, 1980; McDonald, 1972;

Kent, 1980; Chaffee & Wilson, 1917; Ferguson, 1984; Allen &

Izcaray, 1985).

Our definition of source diversity stems from Ferguson's

(1934, 1985) concept of nominal diversity:

The greater the number of discrete categories or
classes, the higher the nominal diversity. It is
similar to the structural aspect of metaphysical
pluralism. It Is assumed that there are basic classes
or categories that can represent an object of Study.
(pe, 4)

Ferguson's (1984) study suggests a link between the diversity of

sources to which a person Is exposed (nominal source diversity),

and the diversity (number) of social issues that person believes
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Important. The findings suggest that It is the he ei-o.;eneity f

a person's media environment, rather than the overall time a

person spends with the media, which retults in issue diversity.

Issue diversity is conceptualized as "variety, multiformity,

range, variance or plurality" cf social issues (Ferguson, 1984,

O. 41. In exaiiiihi the relationships between issue diVersity

and media diversity, Ferguson (1984) finds that as the number of

sources a person Is exposed to increases* the less he/she

discriminates Issues generally thought to be Similar, and the

more he/she discriminates those generally thought to be

dissimilar.

Ferguson (1984) also finds a relationship between tYpe of

medium and Issue diversity. Exposure to either radio or

television is associated with viewing all Issues as similar,

while exposure to newspapers is associated with seein4

relationships between issues people generallY tonSider

dissimilar. There Is no effect for exposure to magazines.

Based on these findings* the following relationship Is

expected between domain relevant source diversity ahd dOmain

differentiation:

The greater the source diversity, t e greater Issue
domain differentiation (Hy: 1).

5
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SDUELE EIELSUftf

Some have suggested that greater levels of InfOrtatiOn ekposure

are associated with domain differehtiatiOn. For examples

GOldttein and Blackman (1978) suggest, "The more familiar one is

with objects, the more likely one is to differentiate Mdte aMong

the objects" (p. 137).

Scott et al. (1979) suggest that "cognitive differentiation

reflects both general intellectual capacity and specific

knowledge about the domains but We cannot yet say anything about

their relative contributions" (0. 215). They report that the

general level of information about a domain Is related to

differentiation.

In order to acquire new Information, it is assumed that a

minimal necessary condition iS exposure to that information.

Exposure has been operationalized In numerous ways, but rarely

conceptualized. Sedlacek (1984) OrOVidet a Odd Starting place

for defining source exposure=

A multidimensional construct which is composed of the
degree of physical_contact or encounter a perSdh has
with mass media vehicles, via the_tetiSeS Of Sight
and/or hearings over tiMe (O. 59)

Source exposure Is defined here as the time an individual spends

In contact Oct) and assigning some minimal level of attention to

an information stimulus. Contact is defined as perception "via

the senses" (Sedlacek, 1984, p. 5). Attention is defined as "the

process of allocating cognitive resources" (wessells, 1982, p.

73). Based on the relationships cited 300V, the following

association is expected betWeen exposure to sources of domain

relevant infolmation and domain differentiation:

6
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The graaiLer the source exposure, the greater the issue
domain differentiation (Hy: 2).

ISSUE INIMAIMB

In the previous discussion concerning the origins of structural

differentiation, the processes described were for tht tost part

reactive: mere exposure to sources and the diversity of those

sources. In this research, however, the Integration of domain

objects Is held to result from active mental processing.i. When

fhe 16di4idual spends time titinkin4 atiout otij-.4tS Of a domain, he

Is more Ulkely to perceive assoCiations among those objects.

Since the processing and thinking capacities of people are

limited, processing is more likelv to OCCUr When an individual is

sufficiently mgilyAlgd to do so. FOL.. example, Showers and Cantor

(1985) suggest a direct link between motivational elements 4nd

flexible cognitive strategies* Including multiple Interpretations

of situations. In the following sections sources of motivation

to integrate domain objects are reviewed .

lIttA fsitz Eagan=

Cohen et al. 11955) suggest that individuals differ in their

motivation to structure relevant situations and in their need to

macce reasonable their environments; their "need for cognition."

They suggest need for cognition (NFC) is related to the way in

which people evaluate messages.

in more recent work CAcioppo 4nd Petty (19321 define need for

cognItIon as "the tendency for an individual to engage In and
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enjoy thinking"' fp,. 116). Persons high in need 1-.4r cognition are

believed to think about and elaborate on events to a greater

degree than those low in need for cognition,

In our research need for cognition is defined as the degree to

which a person is motivated to structure, integrate, or relate

relevant information. Motivation is defined here as an impulse

or drive to action. Action may manifest itself as= overt

behavior, change in the level )f mental processes, change in

Physiological state or emotion, or any combination of these

things. Relevant is defined as that which the individual

considers important, salient, or deserving of attention.

The following hypothesis is suggested for the relationship of

need for cognition to Issue domain differentiation.

The greater the aeed for cognition, the greater the
Issue domain integration (Hy= 3).

Gnidstein and Blackman summarize the research hypotheses of

Schroder, Driver, and Streufert (1967) by suggesting that

abstract individuals (defined as individuals who exhibit high

levels of differentiation and integration):

are hypothesized to perform at least as well as
concrete individuals in environments of low
Informational complexity, but they should perform
better in environments of high informational
complexity. The level of optimal performance attained
by abstract individuals is hypothesized to occur at a
higher level of informational complexity than the level
of optimal performance for e-oncrete individuals.
(Goldstein & Blackman, 1978, p. 141)

Goldstein and Blackman (19731 say the aforementioned process is

due to Intrinsic motivation, motivation occurring in the absence

of any known tissue deficit (need for exploration, manipulation,

itimulation, etc.) . . (p. 140).
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Ferguson et el. (1935) demonstrate that individuals w;th high

levels of need for cognition tend to rely on informationrich

media sources, such as newspapers and magazines. However, they

do not examine whether need for cognition Is associated with

source diversity. Based on the likelihood that individuals high

in need for_cognition wkll expose themselves to a greater number

of novel

expected:

diverse sources, the following relationship is

The greater the need for co nition, the greater the
source diversity (Hy: 4).

Ialue Dsmain SAllenct

An additional motivation for information processing may be found

in domain salience, or what Scott et al. (1979) refer to as

centrality:

The centrality of_aidomain may be identified
psychologically with the amount of time the person
spends thinking about Ito its importancei one's degree
of_commitment to it, etc6 Nations may be_a central/
enduring concern for a_geographer or foreign affaitS
spetialitt bOt OnlY a tratiSient focus for a student
required to pass a history exam' (1)4 57)

Th this research, issue domain salience as defined is: the

degree to which a domain Is perteived as important, salient,

relevant, Influential, or demanding of attention.

It is hypothesized that individuals are more likely tj attend

to and Integrate dOMains which are central or salient than less

central oneS.

The greater the domain salience, the greater the domain
integration (Hy: 5).

9
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METHODOLOGY

Data for this researc!- were collected through interviews

conducted in spring, 1934. Interviewers were graduate and

undergraduate participants in research methodology classes.'

Measures were obtained for: need for cognition (X1), ISSue

domain taliehte (X21, source reliance (X3), soUrce diversity

(X4), source exposure ()(5), Issue domain differentia-J.0n (X6) and

domain integration (Xi).

HEED EDE EDDBIIIDB (II)

Need for cognition was measured using a subset of an index

developed by Cacioppo and Petty (1982). The specific Items used

were those selected by Ferguson et al. (1935) on the basis of a

reliability analysis.2

1 A total of 1,033 addresses were systematically randomly sampled
from a sampling frame of 55,788 listings. From the pool of
1,033 addresses, interviewers were to complete interviews with
240 People. A list of 30 addresses was providei to 30
twoperson teams.

2 Near the_end_of the_20t0-30 minute interviews, respondentS
were handed the need_for cognition measure and asked: Wq61d
you oleate fill:out this part of the questionnaire yourself?
When YOOte finished I'll give you en enveloPe in which you can
put the form to protect your privacy. _Written_instructions
specified that the measure_was designed_to_"help_us learn_a bit
more about how_You think about_different things." _ReSpondehtS
were assured their answers_would be_kept confidential. TheY
were Jlto ttild that the index contained "no correct answers."

-- 10
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ISSUE DOMAIN SALIENCE (gZ)

The domain chosen Is social issues. The domain objects were

ascertained by asking the following question:

We're interested In the issues you think are important.
PleaSe list the Issues* problems_or_concerns you think
are facing the country today. In other wprds, what do
you think are the_major problems or concerns in the
United States now?

After Writing down their issues* the respondents were Vanded a

clipboard with a sheet of paper on it. On the paper was 1

vertical row of seven rectangles. At the top of the sheet WAS

the .phrase "Ladder of Importance." Next to each rectangle was a

single number. The r'mber next to the tap rectangle vas a "1."

Descending rectangles were numbered in ascending order to "7."

Individuals were given small adhesivebacS-ed slips of paper.

Eath sliP tontained one of the respondent'S Issues* which had

been printed by an interviewer. Individuals were then told:

We'd like to know how important_you believe your ISSues
are cOmpared to_one another. If you think one of your
issues is more important you might put it at the top or
near the top of the ladder. If you think an_issue_is
of less Importance* you might put it toward the bottom.-.
If two_issues are of equal_importance you could put
them right next to one another. Please put your issues
oh this ladder according to how important you think
they are.

Responses are reverse coded so that a " is assigned to issues

placed at the bottom of the ladder, and 91712 Is assigned to issues

placed at the top. To calculate issue domain salience* the sum

of the scores of all of the respondent's issue sallences was

computed. This sum is regressed on the total number of issues

the respondent mentioned* and the residuals ara standardized.



The standardized residuals are used as the measure of issue

domain sallence.3

SOURCE RELIANCE (U)

To measure source reliance, respondents were asked:

Ph_6re do you aet:your information about national Issue_
or problems?

When subjects finished listing all the sources they could think

of they were asked:

Any other source?

Next respondents were asked:

On a scale of 0 to 109 where 0 is very low reliance and
10 Is very high reliance* how much would_you say you
depend on [the resnondent's first source)?

This same question was repeated for each source. Source reliancr:

was computed by summing the reliance scores for all sources.

These scores were then regressed on the number of sources the

respondent mentioned. The standardized residual is used to avoid

a spurious correlation between this measure and source diversity.

Residuals are used because to simply sum over the saliences
would create a measure biased by the number of issues. To
create an average by dividing by the number of issues
(initially an intuitively appealing thing to do) would also
bias the measure because it will later be correlated with other
variables also constructed from the number of issues.

-= 12



SOURCE DIY5321-11. (X)

There are two measures of source diverSitY: the hUMber of

sources upon which respondents t-elied and the number of sources

tO which respondents were exposed. A description of the reliance

measure is provided in the section above on source reliance.

The number of sources to which retpondents were exposed was

measured by asking:

Of the total number of channels you get on your TVI how
many channels do you ordinarily watch?

Think of the newspapers you read regmisith. What are
the names of these papers?

Think about_the magazines you.read rfoularly. What are
the names of these magazines?

How many_others_do you talk to over an entire Week
about national Issues?

These items were summed fOr A total number of sources exposed to

measure. The total number of sources relied uPon and exposed tO

were standardized* summed* and the suml Were AVeraged to create a

measure of source diversity.

=BCE EXPOURE (n)

Source exposure Is meatUred Lelevition news* :Jewspapers,

radio news* magazines* and other people. RetpOndrItt Were Asked:

Do you ever watch TV?

Those who said yes were asked=

On an_ordinary weekday* how much i_tite in h0UtS and
minutes) do_you watch newsrelated programs? (By
newsrelated programs we mean anv program that you_
belleve_gives you the news.) How much do you watch
newsrelated programs on an ordinary Saturday or

= 13



Sunday74

Similar questions were used to obtain exposure to other source .5

TSSUE DOMAIN DIFFFqFNTTATInti (n)

Two measures of Issue domain differentiation are used. The first
;

MOASUre istheammher of issues tnominal diversity) the

respondent listed. Much of the validity of the measure rests on

an untested assumption: the number of attributes within a domain

and the number of objects within a domain are highly correlated.

To measure the number of issues within this domain,

respondents were asked:

Please take a minute to make a list of the issues,
Problems, or concerns you think are facing the country
today. In other words/ what do you think are the major
problems or concerns in the United States today? (By
issues we mean: topics, subjects, or problems.)

When respondents finished listing the issues they believed were

important, interviewers asked/ "Is there anything y u°d like td

add?" The number Of issues within a person's issue domain Is the

number of diStinct responses provided on thP person's list.

Exposure_to_TV_news_on an average weekday was multiplied by
five, and added to twice the number of hours and minutes
respondents said they toatched TV news on Saturday and sunday.
The sum of weekly levels of exposure was then divided by seven
to provide a measure of average daily TVnews exposure.

Measures of exposure to magazines and exposure to other people
wer6 obtained For the entire week rather than for_weekdays and
weekends. The total number of hours exposed to all five
sources was standardized and used as a measure of source
exposure.

18



A second measure Is one labeled by Ferguson (1984, 1985) as

attributive diversity: diversity of saliences about isues. The

notion of attributivl diversity stems from Zajonc (18), but it

refers to variance in only one particular attribute for a domain

of objects. Attributive diversity as conceptualized by Ferguson

(1984, 19851 is distinct from_diffecen_tiation. Attributive

diversity refers to discriminations along a given attribute,

while differentiation as conceptualized in this research refers

to the number of attributes. This leads to a second untested

assumption, i.e., the variance in one attribute across all

objects is strongly associated with the number of attributes used

to aifferentiate the domain.

While salience diversity (variance) is not a direct measure af

differentiation, there is some reason to believe it a useful

indirect measure. Scott et al. 119791 suggest that the more

attributes an individual uses to discriminate elements of a

cognitive domain, the greater the distinction the individual can

make about those elements.

Attributive diversity was measured using the issue salience

scores for each respondent. An individual mean Issue salience

score was computed by summing the saliences of that respondent's

issues and dividing b :he number of issues mentioned. This mean

score was subtracted from each observed issue salience score, and

the absolute '-'ues of these deviation scores summed.6

4 fo avoid a SP Is correlation between this measure and the
total number c ,sues, each individual's summed absolute
deviations were regressed on the total number_of issues, and
the residuals were standardized. The standardized reSiduals

= 15 =
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The standardized residuals from the attributive diversity

measure and the standardized index of the total numbe- of issues

for each respondent were combined t) create a differentiation

index.

IasuzaamtIN. 1h1218A120 III)

The measure is an antithesis of the construct field diversity as

described by Ferguson (1984). Respondents were given a sheet of

paper attached tO a clipbOard. Across the top of the Paper was

the.label "ISSUE SIMILARITYDISSIMILARITY GRID." A large square

was printed on the page* with four horizontal and four vertical

lines crossing it to produce twentyfive smaller squares.7

Integration represents low values (the opposite of field

diversity). The greater the distance between issues* the less

were the second measure of domain differentiation.

7 Respondents had been asked earlier for a list of the Issues
they thought were important. Interviewers had copied these
issues onto small 'stickupr bits of paper. Respondents were
told:

Now we'd like to understand how similar or dissimilar you
think (the respondent's) issues are. Let me demonstrate how
this works oy using a rectangle, square, and a circle as an
example. If you think a rectangle1 square, and a circle are
very similar you might put them on top of one another or very
close together. Or if YOU think they are very dissimilar you
would place them very far apart. The numbers in the squares
have no real meaning. They are for computer coding purposes
only. My partner has written your issues on tnese small sheets
of paper. Please arrange your issues according to how similar
or dissimilar you think they are.

_The measure of_issue field diversity is created by
calculating the distance between each pair of issues in the
field and summing over these distances (Ferguson* 1)34* p; 19)
To adjust.for the number of issues* the summed distances were
regressed on the total number of Issues. The residualS Were

16
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the i:Itegzation.

FINDINGS

DEIOURIIYE ANALYSIS

Data were collected _from 239 respondents.8 The sample Include.1 52

percent males. Relative to national averages, a disproportionate

number of respondents were between 1B and 29 years of age (55

percent). The mean age for the sample is 35.4 Veers.

Respondents' education levels were high, with aproximately 75

percent of the sample reporting some college education. The

median category of Income f r respondents who reported having

income was $5000 to $9000.

The need for cognition Index !XI) mean score was 4.7, with a

standard deviation of .70. Respondent s scores ranged from 2.5

to 6.0 on a scale from 1 to 7.

Reliability of the need for cognition index was examined by

comparing means, standard deviations, corrected itemtotal

correlations, and Cronbach's Alpha (with the item deleted from

the Index) for each Item. No significant differences were found

for the exclusion of any one Item. The Cronbach's Alpha for the

15item Index is .86.

standardized to create a degree of 1nte4ration measure.

8 Seven_individuals for whom scores were not available on the
need for cognition index were dropped from the analysis, as
were eleven Individuals who named less than two issue.

1 7



The issue o:.-main salience (X2) mean score For the sample

(prior to semipartialling for total number of issues) was 5.6

with a standard deviation of .35 and a range of 3 to 7.

The source reliance measure (X3) mean, prior to partialling on

the number of sources mentioned was 6.6 on a scale from 0 to 10,

WI1 a standard deviation of laand a range of 0 to 10.

The source diversity measures 1X4), the total number of

sources to which respondents were exposed, and the total number

of sources upon which they relied, are correlated at r = .20, and

Cronbach's Alpha is .34. The subscales were correlated with the

Index at r = 078.

Mean hours of exposure to news sources is 2.4 hours per day.

IEL QE IEDIBES2aS

Hypotheses are tested using path analysis. Pearson

ProductMoment correlations are presented in Table 1 for each

variable.

In the model, need for cognition, source reliance and issue

domain salience are considered exogenous because they are argued

to be motivational variables; th y cause the indivIdual to act,

or think, or to feel emotion. It seems likely, however7 that the

reality of the world Is far more complex than this simple

recursive model. With that serious limitation in mind, the next

section Is a description of the path analysis.

The three exogenous variables (need for cognition, domain

salience, and source reliance) are entered for the first

Id =



1

TAJLE 1

Pearson Correlations for the Measures
1

1

___A

1

1 X1 X2 X3 X4 X5 X6
1

1

1
1

1 (X1) Need for Cognition
1

(X2) Domain Salience .10 ---

I (X3) Source Reliance -.03 .03

1 (X4) Source Diversity .20 .19 .00 --- 1

1
1

1 (X5) Source Exposure -.00 -.03 .13 .22 --- 1

1
1

1 (X6) Differentiation .16 -.60 -.01 .12 .10 ---

1 (X7) Integration =.21 -.43 .03 =.19 =.07 .26
1

1 t = .12 or greater, p. < .05
1 r = .16 or greater* pi < .01

1

r = .22 or greater, P. < .001 1

1

endogenous variable, source diversity.9 The research hypothesis

for this stage of the analysis is: Ha4: B41.23 GT 0. The

The hypotheses are read as Follows: 371.23456 LT 0 reads the
beta for X7 and X1 controlling for X2, X3, X4, X5, and X6 will
be significantly less than zero. The null hypothesis states
that the same relationship will be greater than or equal to 0.
The relationships hypothesized between integration (X7) and
domain salience (X2) and need for cognition (X1) are stated
negatively because the Integration measure values decrease as
integration increases. All tects of significance are conducted
at a probability level of .05.

Data were analyzed using the statistical package SPSSX (1933.
Computing was done utilizing the facilities of the Northeast
Regional Data Center, University of Florida.
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results support the hypothesis. Need for cogn;t1on (X1) is

significant and positive with source diversity (X4) (3 = .13, T

2.7, p < .0031. In addition/ a tignificant relationship which

%as not hypothetized is present for domain salience (3 = .17, T

2.6, p < .02). No signPricant relationship is fojnd for source

reliance.

At the next stage, source exposure (X5) is treated as a

function of need for cognition (X1), domain salience (X2), and

source reliance. There is evidence to suggest a relationship

between source diverSity and Source exposure (3 = .24, T = 3.

< .001), an unhypothesized relationship.

At the next stage/ the dependent variable is domain

differentiation. The model sugoetts differentiation (X6) Is a

function of exposure (X5i, Ha2: 865.1234 GT 0/ as w,11 as source

diversity (X4): Hal= 364.1235 GT 0.

A significant path exists between source divertity (X4) and

differentiation (B = .19, 1 = 3.7/ p < .001.). However, the Path

between exposure (X5) and differentiation It not significant.

Two relatiOnthips that were not hypothesized are found. The

first is for need for cognition (X1I (3 = .19, 1 = 3.7, P <

p

.001). ihe other is a highly significant negative association

between domain salience (X4) and difforentiation (3 = ==.650 T

12.60 p < 4660. This roiAionship is remarI(Able in that th-eee

is no covariance possible between one of the components of

differentiation (the total number of issues) and domain salience.

Tha 1--ter variable has already been regretSed on the former.



Thusi the 1ar7e beta it for the variance associatea

attributive diveritv and domain salience.

These relationships suggest motI4-ation LS' strcn71Y teld ta

differentition, but in different ways. Need for cognition is

positively associated with differentiation, while domain salience

is negatively associated with differentiation. The more pople

tend to think in general, the greater the discrithinations of

social Issues, but the more salient the domain of Issues the less

the discriminations of that domain.

The final stage tests the relationship between domain

Integration (X71 and each of the other variables. The model

predicts that the null will be rejected for the path between

integration and need for cognition (X1), Ha3: B71.23456 LT 0,

and between integration and domain salience (X2), Ha5: 372.13456

LT 0. Because of the way integration is operationalized, high

integration is the equivalent of low values, and vice versa.

Thus, the relationships for domain integration (X7) with need for

cognition (X1) and domain salience (X2) are expected to

negative.

The rindings at this sta3e are highly supportive of the nodel.

Domain integration is positively associated with need for

cognitfon (3 = -.17, T = -2.7, p < .008) and domain salience (1 =

-.331 T = -4.1, p < .001). No ather significant relationships

are found.

Figure 1 indicates the relationship discovered in the oath

analysis. These relationships Suggest the null can safely be

- 21



rejected at the .05 level for hypothesis 1, hypothesis 3,

hypothesis 4, and hypothesis 5. There is no support for

rejettlhq the null fnr the second hypothesis, which suggested a

positive relationship between source exposure and domain

differentiation,i

22
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DISCUSSION AND LIMITATIONS

POI ligt AMAMI'S

Pott hoc analysis was conducted to test whether respondents'

level of education attenuated the findings, since Ferguson et al.

(19851 report_that_need for cognition Is highly correlAted with

level of education.

To test whether the association between need for cognition and

the other variables would be weakened when respondent's education

level was accounted fors the path analysis was rerun with level

of education entered first separatel)' In a hierarchical

regression.

The results show that only one of the significant

relationships from the earlier analysis is seriously attenuated.

Education accounts for a large share of the correlation between

need for cognition and source diversity. As a result oF the

inclusion of education in the models th2 relationship between

need for cognition and source diversity is no longer slanificant

(3 = .129, T = 1.7, P < .09)

LIEIIAIIDN2 AND =MINNS

A number of limitations must be specified when attempting tO draW

conclusions from this research. Drawing cause and effect

inferences Is not warranted in this design. A limited set of

third variables has been accounted fors but many potential

confounds remain. There has been no atteMOt tO teSt time Order.

24
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Future resea:eh should make use of experimental and

quasi-experimental designs.

Future research should also attempt to demonstrate construct

validity for the measures used here. Other measures of

differentiation have been proposed by many researchers (Ziller et

61., 1977; Scott et aI., 1979) and may be used to validate these

operationalizations.

ALIERNATM IHEDRIES

An interpretation of the model offered so far suggest.s that those

who are motivated to seek out heterogenous sources for a

domainsacial Issuesare more likely to to develop more

dimensions with which to differentiate objects. Differentiation

Is accentuated for those who are motivated to think In general,

but it is seriously attenuated for those who consider the domain

extremely salient. Perceiving relatedness among objects in a

domain Is not a function of the environment (source diversity or

exposure), but a function of the personss motivation to think

about the domain.

Other interpretations of these findings are plausible. For

example, using complex sources for Information about national

Issues could lead to seeing those Issues as more important; the

diversity of the sources leads to the salience of the domain,

rather than the reverse. The relationship between presumed cause

and effect could be reversed For otner variables a ell. Even

more likely, there may be a third variable, such as direct

- 25 -



experience with issues, or the importance of knowleoge about

issues for the attainment of personal goals, that may account for

the covariance of domair salience and domain differentiation.

IMELICATTONS

The implications of these research findings are complex. In a

model where experience and motivation lead to cognitive processes

which lead to behaviors, only the first link has been examined.

The rieict Step should be to examine the link between the

differentiation and Integration of a cognitive domain and

behaviors. For the domain of social Issues, this might mean

examining the relationship between toOnttiVe Structure and voting

behaVior or political activism. Tetlock (193311) has shown that

Cognitive complexity Is related to political Ideology-4 This may

have important implications rot our issue research.

One of the *Ore striking findings is the weakness of source

exposure in accounting for variance In the other measures !others

have also criticized eXPOsure aS a useful media variable, e.g.

SedlaCeki 1954/6

Some other possible implications of the findinqs intlud:

1. Issue domain effects ( f the kind described in this

retearth) Are for the most part independent of the amount

of time a person spends with the media.

2. Issue domain effects are heavily contingent on the

salience of the particular domain, as well as the degree

to which people think about information in general.



1. Issue domain differentiation is not solely a f,,nctIon of

diverse sources, but is influenced by motivational

vaLiabIes as wen..

4. The perception of links or associations among the elements

of a domain Is a function of the person's motivation to

think about the domain, and is relatively independent

the environment (at least as measured by source exposure

and source diversity).

In the research presented here' an investigation has been

attempted into the ways in which people perceive links Or

relationships among the social issues they believe are important*

How integration translates into perceptions is not yet clear.

Individuals with high levels of integration may perceive that the

effects of SOM6 social issues (i.e. the defense budget) impinge

on many other social Issues' some rather obvious (i.e. the budget

deficitIt and some perhaps less obvious. In-a representative

democracy, it may be vital that voters see the broader

implications of social problems. Ali too frequently, the

repercussions of an Important policy deciion reverberate far

beyond the shortterm issue addressed.

The specific constructs and measures used in the present

research are but a tiny bit of the ones used in accounting for

human Information processing variables. This variety presents an

opportunity for communication researchers to test, refine, and

develop constructs which are uniquely suited to the important

queStions of the field.
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